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Abstract 

The purpose of this present study was to expand on the limited research that has been conducted 

on conflict recovery and investigate whether conflict recovery has the ability to moderate the 

impact of conflict behaviors on the level of marital satisfaction. To achieve this goal 71 couples 

completed self-report questionnaires assessing conflict behaviors and marital satisfaction, and 

were interviewed about their conflict recovery behaviors. A series of hierarchical linear 

regression analyses were conducted to test the hypotheses. For men, make-up sex following an 

argument buffered the impact of conflict on marital satisfaction. For women, a calm follow-up 

discussion and offering a general apology to one’s partner each moderated the influence of 

conflict behavior on marital satisfaction. Possible implications are discussed.  
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Do Conflict Recovery Behaviors Buffer or Enhance the Impact of Conflict Behavior on 

Marital Satisfaction? 

Communication and conflict has been a widely studied aspect of relationships due to the 

vital role it plays in marital satisfaction. The management of marital conflict is a key factor that 

impacts the overall relationship satisfaction of the couple, marital functioning, and the durability 

and endurance of the marriage (Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000). When managed poorly 

conflicts have negative effects on the couple’s mental, physical, and family health (Fincham & 

Beach, 1999). In contrast, when managed successfully, conflicts may help couples learn more 

about one another and enable them to develop better communication skills and higher levels of 

commitment (Siegert & Stamp, 1994).   

Marital Conflict Behaviors and Marital Satisfaction 

In past research the impact of conflict behaviors on marital satisfaction has been 

primarily focused on the influence of negative conflict behaviors on marital satisfaction. 

Negative reciprocity during conflict is associated with lower levels of marital satisfaction 

(Caughlin & Vangelisti 2006). In addition, enduring vulnerabilities such as negative affectivity 

may lead to a greater tendency toward conflict engagement and reduce the ability to propose 

positive solutions, thereby lowering overall marital satisfaction (Hanzal & Sergin 2009). 

Avoidance and control approaches are associated with lower levels of marital satisfaction as well 

(Wheeler, Updegraff, Thayer, Caughlin, & Vangelisti, 2006). Further, conflict approaches such 

as demand/withdraw and contempt and criticism exert particularly detrimental effects on marital 

satisfaction (Eldridge, Sevier, Jones, Atkins, & Christensen, 2007; Weger, 2005).  

Although some researchers have shown that negative conflict behaviors are associated 

with lower levels of marital satisfaction, others have found that these negative behaviors predict 
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an increase in marital satisfaction. There are a few studies suggesting “reversal effects” 

(Fincham & Beach, 1999), in which some forms of negativity are related to cross-sectional 

marital dissatisfaction but longitudinal increases in satisfaction (Gottman & Krokoff, 1989; 

Heavey et al., 1995; Heavey, Layne, & Christensen, 1993). In the past, these results have failed 

to be replicated (Fincham & Beach, 1999), but more recent research has shown that in certain 

contexts negative conflict behaviors may be benign or even beneficial for the satisfaction in a 

relationship. For example, negative engagement predicts higher levels of conflict discord in 

general, but for individuals in satisfying relationships the impact of negative engagement 

behaviors is non-threatening because “large conflicts predict large resolutions” (Sanford, 2014, 

p. 15). Other research has also found that spouses’ tendencies to blame, command, and reject 

their partners predict declines in their own marital satisfaction when displayed in relationships 

with only minor problems; however, these same negative behaviors may predict more stable 

satisfaction in relationships facing more severe problems (McNulty & Russell, 2010).  

Although there is much research that focuses on the impact of negative conflict behaviors 

on marital satisfaction, there is also research that investigates the influence of positive conflict 

behaviors on marital satisfaction. Affiliative humor -- rather than aggressive humor -- during 

disagreements and conflicts produces an increase in perceived closeness and better problem 

solving (Campbell, Martin, & Ward, 2008).  In addition, positive behaviors, such as enthusiasm 

and playfulness, exhibited by partners in everyday moments may lead to an increase in affection 

in marital conflicts and an overall increase in satisfaction (Driver & Gottman. 2004).  

Furthermore, there is evidence that mindfulness, which may be defined as nonjudgmental 

awareness (Kabat-Zinn 1990), has an impact on the responses exhibited by partners during 

relational discord. Building off of this concept a mindfulness-based intervention was developed, 
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which has been known to affect participants’ subjective response to marital conflict by reducing 

hostility and contempt. An investigation of the impact of trait mindfulness on couple conflicts 

demonstrated fewer negative emotions surrounding couple conflict (Barnes et al., 2007; Kemeny 

et al., 2012).  

Conflict Recovery and Marital Satisfaction 

Although there has been extensive research on the impact of conflict behavior and 

conflict resolution behaviors on marital satisfaction, the impact of conflict recovery behaviors is 

much less clear. Whereas conflict resolution emphasizes the methods for resolving conflicts, 

conflict recovery focuses on the ability of a couple to shift out of conflict and return to normal 

functioning. I now turn to a review of the few studies that have examined the role of conflict 

recovery.  

Graber and colleagues (Graber, Laurenceau, Miga, Chango, & Coan, 2011) conducted a 

longitudinal study with 120 newlywed couples to investigate the impact of conflict contexts and 

positive contexts on marital satisfaction and stability. This particular study compared the 

newlywed behaviors from a conflict-resolution interaction with those from a love-paradigm 

interaction to predict relationship satisfaction and vulnerability for divorce approximately 15 

months later. The results of this study showed that negative and positive emotions elicited in 

both positive and negative interaction contexts predicted the overall relationship quality and 

stability for both husbands and wives. In addition, the ability to recover from conflict predicted a 

lower likelihood of divorce over a 4-year period (Graber et al., 2011). 

Another study based on 73 young adults (51% female, 69% White) and their partners 

focused on the degree of conflict recovery or disengagement from conflict displayed during a 4-

minute “cool-down” task immediately following a 10-minute conflict discussion. Participants 
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who were securely attached recovered from conflict better, as did their romantic partners. 

Additionally, the presence of a romantic partner who displayed better conflict recovery behavior 

predicted greater overall relationship satisfaction. Finally, partners’ ability to recover was a 

significant factor in predicting relationship stability over a 2-year period (Salvatore, Kuo, Steele, 

Simpson, & Collins, 2011).  

Additional research investigating attachment security from infancy through young 

adulthood and its impact on conflict recovery has also found that individuals who are securely 

attached during infancy recover from conflict better as young adults, as do their romantic 

partners (Salvatore, 2011). Moreover, partners of anxiously attached individuals experience more 

pronounced post-conflict changes in mood and intimacy than partners of securely attached 

individuals (Prager, 2015), and individuals’ feelings of security in their romantic relationships 

affect their emotional responses post-conflict (Li & Chan, 2012). 

Other aspects of relationships that are likely to contribute to recovery from conflict have 

been investigated. In particular, there has been research investigating the impact of specific 

behaviors on conflict recovery. Actions such as the expression of understanding, appreciation, 

and self-disclosure appear to soften partners’ negative affect on days when a conflict has 

occurred and on the days following a conflict (Prager, 2015). Additionally, feeling understood 

during conflict may buffer against reduced relationship satisfaction partially because it 

strengthens the relationship and indicates that one’s partner is invested in the relationship 

(Gordon & Chen, 2015). Although these studies display the success and shortcomings of 

particular conflict recovery styles and the ability of conflict recovery to explain the effect of 

other factors on marital satisfaction, they do not explain how conflict recovery styles may impact 

the effect that conflict behaviors have on overall marital satisfaction. 
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The Present Study 

 The purpose of this study was to expand on the limited research that has been done on 

conflict recovery and investigate whether conflict recovery has the ability to moderate the impact 

of conflict behaviors on levels of marital satisfaction. Consistent with the evidence that positive 

behaviors boost overall evaluations of marital satisfaction whereas negative behaviors are 

harmful (Markman, 1981; Stuart, 1969; Wills, Weiss, & Patterson, 1974), I predicted that 

positive conflict recovery behaviors would buffer the impact of conflict behaviors on marital 

satisfaction. My second hypothesis was that negative conflict recovery behaviors would increase 

the effects of conflict behavior on marital satisfaction. 

Method 

Participants 

The data in this study were collected from 71 Hispanic heterosexual couples in the Pima 

County area. Eligible couples were 18-55 years old, fluent in English, and at least one partner 

self-identified as Hispanic. In addition the couples were heterosexual, were in their first 

marriage, and were not married for more than 7 months.   

Of the 71 couples that met eligibility criteria the age range for women spanned from 18 to 

44 (M = 28.03, SD = 5.6) and for men the age ranged spanned from 18 to 37 (M = 26, SD = 

4.451). The population varied in race and ethnicity for both men and women (men 1.4% 

American Indian or Alaska Native, 1.14% Asian, 52.1% Hispanic, 22.5% White, and 22.5% 

Biracial, women 1.4% Asian, 45.1% Hispanic, 1.4% Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 

26.8% White, 22.5% Biracial, 1.4% other). Most women (69.6%) and men (73.2%) identified as 

Hispanic/Latino. With regard to highest level of education obtained, 21.1% of women and 23.9% 

of men completed some high school, graduated from high school, or obtained a GED; 69% of 
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women and 57.8% of men completed some college or obtained an Associate's or Bachelor’s 

degree; and 9.8% of women and 18.3% of men completed some graduate school or obtained a 

graduate degree. For income, 46.3% of women and 56.7% of men reported making an income of 

less than $30,000; 39.1% of women and 34.3% of men reported having a personal income from 

$30,00 to $60,000 annually; 14.4% of women and 7.5% of men make $60,000 to $90,000 

annually; and 1.5% of men make over $100,000 annually. With regard to cohabitation prior to 

marriage, 74.7% of both men and women reported living together.  

Procedures  

Participants were recruited through the use of public records for recent marriage licenses 

in the Pima County. The participants were sent a letter to their home soliciting their participation 

in the study. The letter provided information on the study, outlined the participation criteria, and 

included contact information for the Center for Couple and Family Studies at the University of 

Arizona. Those couples who accepted the invitation to participate and contacted the Center were 

then screened for eligibility.  

 Participants were screened via phone and email. Research assistants began the screening 

process by providing the participants with additional information regarding the study. This 

information included details about their initial visit, information about payment, and an 

explanation of the overall longitudinal (5 waves over 5 years) study. Couples were then screened 

for eligibility. Eligible couples were scheduled for a 3-hour appointment at the Center on a day 

and at a time that was convenient for the couple.  

On the day of the appointment the couple completed Informed Consent Documents and a 

series of online questionnaires including the measures analyzed in the present study. Next they 

were administered the Relationship Quality Interview (RQI) separately but simultaneously, 
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which includes information on conflict recovery behaviors. The interview was audiotaped for 

coding purposes. Couples were compensated for their time with $100.   

Measures 

Marital Satisfaction Inventory Revised (MSI-R, Snyder and Aikman, 1999): The Problem 

Solving Communication (PSC) Scale from the MSI-R is a 150-item inventory that is used to 

assess distress levels in couples along 11 dimensions. The MSI-R includes two validity scales, 

one global scale, and ten specific scales assessing relationship satisfaction in areas such as sexual 

satisfaction, problem-solving communication, aggression, finances, and several other 

dimensions. Responses are scored along 13 profile scales. The responses are then plotted on a 

standard profile sheet based on gender-specific norms. Research on the reliability and validity of 

the MSI-R has displayed that coefficients of internal consistency average to .82 and temporal 

stability (test-retest) coefficients average to .79. (“Research on Couple Assessment,” 2016) 

The PSC itself consists of 19 items which require the participants to answer true or false 

statements. The scores on the PSC range from 0 to 19 and the higher scores indicate more 

negative communication or affective communication patterns. According to research the 

PSC’s internal consistency is adequate (Cronbach’s alpha .80). The PSC was used to measure 

negative communication and conflict patterns.  

Multidimensional Emotional Abuse Questionnaire (MMEA; Murphy & Hoover, 1999): 

The MMEA is a questionnaire with 54 items that are used to assess 4 subscales measuring 

Restrictive Engulfment, Hostile Withdrawal, Denigration, and Dominance/Intimidation. 

Participants rated how often they engaged in each behavior (MMEA-Self) and how often their 

partner engaged in each behavior (MMEA-Partner) in their relationship over the past 6 months 

on 7-point scales ranging from never to 20 times or more. Sum scores for the entire measure 
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(rather than for each subscale) were calculated for MMEA-0Self and MMEA-Partner scores by 

adding the midpoints for each response category across tactics. Scores can range from 0 to 700 

for the full scale.  

Relationship Quality Interview (RQI; Lawrence et al., 2008). The RQI is a 60-minute 

semi-structured interview administered individually to each partner, which contains open-ended 

questions, followed by a series of closed ended questions that assess emotional closeness and 

intimacy, sexuality and sensuality, inter-partner support, respect and control, and conflict and 

communication within the relationship (Lawrence et al., 2008). The interviewers independently 

and objectively rated the relationship on each domain. Ratings may range from 1-5 and scores of 

.5 (e.g., 3.5) are acceptable. The RQI has an inter-rater reliability score that averages .70 and 

discriminant validity scores that met the Campbell and Fiske test for excellent convergent and 

discriminant validity (Lawrence et al., 2008). For the purpose of this study we focused on the 

conflict and communication section of the RQI, which was coded nominally based on the 

following strategies: saying general apologies or specific apologies, having sex after, giving 

gifts, pretending, calming down and discussing, and giving in. The open-ended interview 

question was coded on a scale from 1-9 and the closed-ended questions were coded 

dichotomously using 1 and 0.   

A team of 4 undergraduate research assistants transcribed the relevant sections of the 

audiotaped interviews. They were then trained to code the conflict recovery behaviors using the 

coding system above. To assess interrater reliability all of the conflict resolution interview 

sections were double coded by randomly assigned second coders. When discrepancies were 

found, the author of this paper determined the final code. (Discrepancies occurred less than 10% 

of the time.) Interrater reliability coefficients (ICCs) were above .70 for every rating of the 
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conflict recovery section. Thus, scores based on both men’s and women’s interviews met 

reliability standards. 

Quality of Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983). The QMI is a unidimensional measure 

of global sentiment toward one’s relationship. The QMI consists of six items measuring global 

perceptions of relationship satisfaction. For 5 of the items, respondents indicate the extent to 

which they agree with statements on a scale from 1 (very strong disagreement) to 7 (very strong 

agreement). For item 6, respondents report their overall level of happiness in the relationship on 

a scale from 1 (very unhappy) to 10 (perfectly happy). When summed, the scores from all 6 

items can range from 6–45. The QMI demonstrates good convergent and discriminant validity 

(Heyman, Sayers, & Bellack, 1994). 

Data Analyses 

The relations among the predictor, moderator, and outcome variables in the study were 

analyzed by means of a linear regression using SPSS.  When significant differences were found, 

linear regression analyses were conducted to probe for specific hypothesized differences of 

interest.  

Results 

Preliminary and Descriptive Analyses  

 After conducting preliminary analyses it was found that there were normal 

distributions for both men and women and there was no skew or kurtosis. Thus, no 

transformations of the data were necessary. Three indices of conflict behaviors were analyzed 

based on self and partner reports: couple conflict behavior (PSC scale scores), one’s own 

psychological aggression (MMEA-Self scale scores), and partner’s psychological aggression 

(MMEA-Partner scale scores). Conflict recovery behaviors were analyzed via RQI codes. 
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Marital satisfaction was measured via QMI sum scores.  

For women the mean scores on the conflict measures were as follows: PSC (M = 23.32), 

MMEA-Partner (M = 76.46), and MMEA-Self (67.23). For men the scores on the conflict 

measures were as follows: PSC (M = 32.67), MMEA-Partner (M = 25.47), and MMEA-Self 

(22.35). Mean martial satisfaction (QMI) scores were as follows for women (M = 48.50) and 

men (M = 40.21). See Table 1 for the results of these analyses.  

 After conducting bivariate correlations for the conflict behavior measures, we found that 

the correlations between continuous variables among men’s and women’s data ranged from .009 

to .584, which indicated that the measures were sufficiently distinct to warrant analyzing them 

separately. The MMEA-Self and MMEA-Partner scores for women were correlated at .763, 

which is expected given that they are reporting on the behavior of the same person. See Table 2 

for these results.  

Is Conflict Behavior Associated with Marital Satisfaction for Husbands and Wives? 

        Men’s and women’s conflict behaviors were measured with scores from three 

questionnaires -- PSC scores of couple behavior, MMEA scores of one’s own psychological 

aggression, and MMEA scores of the partner’s psychological aggression and analyzed via linear 

regression. See Table 3 for results of all analyses. When assessed via PSC scores and MMEA 

Scores, problem-solving/conflict behaviors and one’s own and one’s partner’s psychological 

aggression did not significantly predict marital satisfaction for men or women. 

Are Conflict Recovery Behaviors Associated with Marital Satisfaction? 

A series of univariate linear regression analyses were conducted to examine whether 

specific conflict recovery behaviors cross-sectionally predicted marital satisfaction for husbands 

and wives. First we examined whether spontaneously offered recovery strategies (provided in 
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response to open-ended interview questions) predicted satisfaction. See Table 4 for these results.  

Second, we examined whether the endorsement of each specific recovery behavior (coded 

dichotomously when directly asked) predicted satisfaction for husbands and wives. The specific 

strategies assessed were: saying general apologies or specific apologies, having sex after, giving 

gifts, pretending, calming down and discussing, and giving in. Based on a series of univariate 

linear regression analyses, the presence of specific apologies significantly predicted men’s 

marital satisfaction (β = .285, t = 2.245, SE = 2.273, p = .029) but did not significantly predict 

women’s marital satisfaction. See Table 5 for these results.  

Do Conflict Recovery Behaviors Moderate the Link between Conflict and Satisfaction?      

A series of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to examine whether specific 

conflict recovery behaviors moderate the relation between conflict and marital satisfaction. First, 

we examined whether the endorsement of each specific recovery strategy predicted the link 

between conflict and satisfaction for husbands and wives. These analyses yielded a significant 

interaction between partner’s psychological aggression and engaging in sexual activity following 

an argument for men (β = 1.110, t =.191, SE = .163, p = .046) but not women. See Table 6 for 

these results. 

Second, we investigated whether spontaneously endorsed conflict recovery strategies 

moderated the impact of conflict on marital satisfaction. These hierarchical regression analyses 

revealed a significant interaction between conflict behavior and having a calm discussion 

following an argument for women (β = 1.533, t = 2.079 SE = .501, p = .042) but not men. 

Additionally, these analyses yielded a significant interaction between one’s own psychological 

aggression and general apologies for women (β = -2.222, t= -2.221 SE = .263, p = .031) but not 

men. See Table 7 for these results.  
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Discussion 

Given that conflict recovery is an understudied topic in relationship research, the purpose 

of the present study was to determine whether conflict recovery methods buffer the known 

impact of conflict behavior on relationship satisfaction. Conflict behaviors/psychological 

aggression were examined as predictors of marital satisfaction. Additionally, recovery methods 

were examined as predictors of marital satisfaction and as potential moderators of conflict on 

relationship satisfaction. 

Summary and Interpretation of Results 

        Conflict and satisfaction. Husbands’ and wives’ reports of conflict behavior did not 

predict marital satisfaction. We were surprised that these links were not significant because these 

results are not consistent with the wealth of prior research. One possible explanation is that the 

small sample size prevented us from finding this link for either spouse. Additionally, this may 

reveal a difference between the Hispanic population and the typical White, non-Hispanic 

population assessed in prior studies.  

        Conflict recovery and satisfaction. Although it was not hypothesized that recovery 

methods would predict marital satisfaction it was found that men’s endorsement of specific 

apologies following an argument predicted concurrent marital satisfaction whereas women’s 

endorsement of specific apologies did not. Based on these results, it may be that men find 

satisfaction by maintaining relationship functioning through making amends and providing 

specific apologies. Based on prior research conducted by Exline and colleagues, reparative 

behaviors such as apologies predicted an increase in self-forgiveness and were more likely when 

relationships were close and relational repair had already begun (Exline et al., 2010). Due to the 

fact that apologies may promote self-forgiveness for men, this may repair their sense of self and 
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their self-esteem and may have an influence on their overall marital satisfaction. 

Moderation. Our initial hypothesis that positive recovery strategies would buffer the 

impact of conflict on relationship satisfaction was supported. We found three recovery strategies 

that buffered the effects of conflict behavior on satisfaction. First, for men, sexual activity 

following an argument served as a buffer for the relation between partner psychological 

aggression and relationship satisfaction. This suggests that engaging in sexual activity post-

conflict mitigates the impact of partner psychological aggression on marital satisfaction. Perhaps 

sexual activity produces emotional relief of the psychological aggression and affirms the 

couple’s intimate bond, therefore influencing overall marital satisfaction. 

Second, for women the endorsement of having a calm discussion after an argument 

served as moderator for the relation between couple conflict behavior and relationship 

satisfaction. This might be the case because it has been found that the action of discussion may 

foster the expression of understanding, appreciation, and self-disclosure and, therefore, may 

soften partners’ negative affect on days when a conflict has occurred and on the days following a 

conflict (Prager, 2015).  

Third, for women, the use of general apologies buffered the impact of one’s own 

psychological aggression on relationship satisfaction. This buffering effect may be true for 

women and not men because women may view apologies as necessary for maintaining the 

relationship. In a study about sex differences in the distribution of apologies a nonsignificant 

pattern showed that women express lack of intent and recognition of the other’s right to an 

apology more so than men (Holmes, 1989). Although Holmes’ finding was nonsignificant it may 

illuminate the importance women place on maintaining the relationship and ensuring that the 

offense does not damage the relationship. Finally, some of the recovery strategies were 
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approaching significance for buffering with the lack of significance being potentially explained 

by insufficient power. 

Strengths and Limitations of the Present Study 

Previous research has made conflict the focal point of study and has overlooked the 

impact of recovery following an argument. This study has gone beyond researching conflict in 

relationships and exposed the potential for recovery methods to moderate the impact of conflict 

on relationship satisfaction, giving importance to recovery as a topic for research and potentially 

making it a key aspect in the development of interventions. In addition to introducing a novel 

topic of research, this study has expanded knowledge of intimate relationships within other 

cultures. Previous relationship research has focused primarily on white, non-Hispanic, 

heterosexual, middle class populations, whereas the current study has broadened the horizons 

and opened up the discussion of relationship research in Hispanic populations. 

Furthermore, the methodology utilized in this study increased the strength of the research 

through the use of an objective quantitative coding system. By employing these methods the 

presence of experimenter and coder bias was reduced. Additionally, there were multiple methods 

utilized for obtaining data, including questionnaire and interview methods, reducing the impact 

of method invariance on our findings. Moreover, because perspectives and ratings were obtained 

from both partners and from independent coders a more accurate depiction of the relationships 

being examined was obtained. Finally, because we used multiple measure of conflict and 

psychological aggression and the finding were consistent across these measures we can have 

more faith in the validity of our results.  

Although this research has reached its objectives there are some unavoidable limitations. 

First, because of time constraints, the sample size of the study was limited to 71 couples, which 
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may have limited our ability to detect significant associations. Additionally, because the 

population utilized for this research was solely Hispanic, the findings may not be generalizable 

to other cultures. An additional limitation may be the use of a categorical coding system rather 

than a continuous coding system. The use of a continuous system would have obtained 

information regarding the extent to which the husbands and wives endorse the various recovery 

methods and could have potentially yielded different results. 

Future Directions and Implications 

Although there are some limitations in this study there is future research that can be 

conducted to address these issues. Future research should enlarge the sample size and include a 

more diverse population. In doing this research it may be found that there are cultural differences 

in the use of recovery methods and their impact on the relationship between conflict and marital 

satisfaction. Additionally, it would potentially be beneficial to use a continuous rather than a 

dichotomous coding system for recovery methods to determine whether the extent to which each 

partner endorses a particular recovery method yields different results. Finally, because this 

research yielded surprising results with regard to the impact of affection on the relation between 

conflict and satisfaction and because it not consistent with prior research that has shown that an 

increase in affection in marital conflicts may lead to an increase in marital satisfaction (Driver & 

Gottman. 2004), it would be worthwhile to delve deeper into this topic and explore affection in 

conflict further. 

As well as being an intriguing topic for research, recovery methods may have 

implications for clinical interventions. The findings of this research have shown that recovery 

methods such as sexual interaction, calm discussion, and apologies following an argument buffer 

the impact of conflict on relationship satisfaction and, therefore, may be worth exploring further 
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as aspects to be included in interventions. Developing recovery methods training for couples may 

ultimately reduce the detrimental effects of conflict on marriage and increase overall marital 

satisfaction.  
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Table 1 

Descriptives  

  n Mean SD Minimum Maximum Skew Kurtosis 

Women 

PSC 70 24.3143 4.38556 19 36 .936 .260 

MMEA 
Partner 

66 76.4545 18.37572 47 131 1.180 1.208 

MMEA 
Self 

65 67.2308 11.88456 43 109 .848 2.034 

QMI 67 48.4925 16.22510 18 87 1.430 1.154 

Men 

PSC 33 32.6667 4.58030 22 38 -.770 -.293 

MMEA 
(Partner) 

34 25.47 42.86 0 234 3.794 17.323 

MMEA 
(Self) 

34 22.35 34.96 0 197 4.091 19.620 

QMI 33 40.21 6.48 18 45 -1.932 3.608 
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Table 2  

Bivariate Correlations  

 PSC MMEA 
Partner 

MMEA Self QMI 

Women Men 

PSC ----- .584** .129 -.034 

MMEA 
Partner 

.574** ----- .543** .009 

MMEA Self .457** .763** ----- -.082 

QMI -.230 -.109 -.130 ----- 
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Table 3  

Main Effects of Conflict on Marital Satisfaction 

  b SE E t p 

    Women       

PSC  -.867 .454 -.230 -1.909 .061 

MMEA-Partner -.096 .112 -.109 -.856 .395 

MMEA-Self -.174 .171 -.130 -1.016 .314 

    Men       

PSC -.129 .466 -.034 -.277 .783 

MMEA-Partner .009 .124 .009 .070 .944 

MMEA-Self -.091 .144 -.082 -.632 .530 
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Table 4 

Main Effects of Conflict Recovery on Marital Satisfaction (Based on Open Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

  
Women 

  

Discussion 1.66 2.152 .099 .774 .442 

Cool Down  -3.623 2.225 .157 1.272 .208 

Affection 3.082 2.214 .177 1.392 .169 

Specific 
Apology 

-3.969 4.989 -.102 -.796 .429 

General 
Apology 

1.971 2.446 .103 .806 .423 

  
Men 

  

Discussion 1.043 2.070 .063 .504 .616 

Cool Down 2.606 2.048 .157 1.272 .208 

Affection 1.759 2.242 .098 .785 .436 

Specific 
Apology 

-9.719 5.915 -.201 -1.643 .105 

General 
Apology 

2.162 2.352 .114 .919 .361 
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Table 5 

Recovery Main Effects on Marital Satisfaction (Based on Closed Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Women       

General 
Apology 

-.740 2.697 -.035 -.274 .785 

Specific 
Apology 

2.105 2.474 .123 .851 .399 

Gift Giving -2.639 2.393 -.150 -1.103 .275 

Pretending -2.421 2.421 -.131 -1.000 .322 

Calm and 
Discuss 

1.601 2.715 .082 .590 .558 

Sex after 2.604 2.516 .145 1.035 .306 

Giving in 2.922 2.336 .174 1.251 .217 

    Men       

General 
Apology 

.081 2.706 .004 .030 .976 

Specific 
Apology 

5.105 2.273 .285 2.245 .029 

Gift Giving 3.010 2.359 .160 1.276 .207 

Pretending -2.457 2.357 -.133 -1.042 .301 
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Table 5 

Recovery Main Effects on Marital Satisfaction (Based on Closed Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

 
Men 

 
Calm and 
Discuss 

1.460 2.546 .073 .573 .568 

Sex after -1.049 2.987 -.046 -.351 .727 

Giving in .877 2.236 .051 .392 .696 
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Table 6  

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Closed-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Women       

PSC X 
General 
Apology 

1.021 .635 1.236 1.607 .133 

PSC X 
Specific 
Apology 

-.441 .515 -.648 -.857 .396 

PSC X Gift 
Giving 

.052 .569 .074 .091 .928 

PSC X 
Pretending 

.009 .524 .013 .018 .986 

PSC X Calm 
and Discuss 

-.735 .760 -.919 -.967 .338 

PSC X Sex 
after 

.892 .874 1.194 1.021 .313 

PSC X 
Giving in 

-.519 .66 -.758 -.780 .439 

MMEA 
Partner X 
General 
Apology 

.144 .187 .534 .772 .443 
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Table 6 (continued)  

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Closed-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Women       

MMEA 
Partner X 
Specific 
Apology 

.070 .143 .325 .490 .627 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Gift Giving 

-.128 .121 -.590 -1.059 .295 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Pretending 

-.058 .126 -.262 -.459 .648 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Calm and 
Discuss 

.008 .267 .031 .031 .975 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Sex after 

.175 .149 .781 1.174 .247 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Giving in 

-.095 .217 -.440 -.437 .664 
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Table 6 (continued) 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Closed-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Women       

MMEA Self 
X General 
Apology 

.342 .226 1.096 1.511 .137 

MMEA Self 
X Specific 
Apology 

-.035 .252 -.140 -.138 .891 

MMEA Self 
X Gift 
Giving 

.037 .199 .150 .185 .854 

MMEA Self 
X 
Pretending 

-.160 .188 -.658 -.850 .399 

MMEA Self 
X Calm and 
Discuss 

-.396 .407 -1.364 -.972 .336 

MMEA Self 
X Sex after 

-.115 .284 -.448 -.404 .688 

MMEA Self 
X Giving in 

.135 .300 .565 .452 .654 
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Table 6 (continued) 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Closed-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Men       

PSC X 
General 
Apology 

1.381 .777 1.546 1.778 .080 

PSC X 
Specific 
Apology 

-.234 .607 -.317 -.385 .701 

PSC X Gift 
Giving 

.551 .587 .725 .939 .352 

PSC X 
Pretending 

-.652 .563 -.881 -1.159 .251 

PSC X Calm 
and Discuss 

.110 .583 .133 .189 .851 

PSC X Sex 
after 

.913 .697 .968 1.309 .196 

PSC X 
Giving in 

.024 .680 .034 .036 .972 
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Table 6 (continued) 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Closed-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

 
Men 

 
MMEA 
Partner X 
General 
Apology 

.272 .187 .940 1.455 .151 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Specific 
Apology 

.155 .165 .642 .943 .350 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Gift Giving 

.057 .156 .233 .368 .714 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Pretending 

-.202 .136 -.834 -1.482 .144 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Calm and 
Discuss 

.039 .206 .143 .191 .849 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Sex After 

.332 .163 1.110 2.044 .046 
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Table 6 (continued) 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Closed-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Men       

MMEA 
Partner X 
Giving In 

.127 .220 .528 .575 .568 

MMEA Self 
X General 
Apology 

.104 .152 .365 .686 .496 

MMEA Self 
X Specific 
Apology 

.152 .159 .608 .954 .345 

MMEA Self 
X Gift 
Giving 

-.204 .158 -.776 -1.287 .204 

MMEA Self 
X 
Pretending 

-.125 .159 -.489 -.790 .433 

MMEA Self 
X Calm and 
Discuss 

-.039 .214 -.137 -.181 .857 

MMEA Self 
X Sex after 

.046 .449 .129 .103 .918 

MMEA Self 
X Giving in 

-.017 .192 -.069 -.090 .929 
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Table 7 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Open-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Women       

PSC X 
Discussion 

1.041 .501 1.533 2.079 .042 

PSC X  Cool 
Down  

-.629 .489 -.891 -1.288 .203 

PSC X 
Affection 

-.213 .549 -.302 -.388 .699 

PSC X 
Specific 
Apology 

.110 1.483 .079 .074 .941 

PSC X 
General 
Apology 

-.014 .522 -.018 -.026 .979 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Discussion 

.055 .134 .255 .408 .685 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Cool Down 

-.203 .124 -.910 -1.643 .106 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Open-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Women       

MMEA 
Partner X 
Affection 

.016 .142 .072 .114 .910 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Specific 
Apology 

-.058 .621 -.135 -.094 .926 

MMEA 
Partner X 
General 
Apology 

-.049 .154 -.198 -.319 .751 

MMEA Self 
X Discussion 

.082 .216 .346 .380 .705 

MMEA Self 
X Cool 
Down 

.113 .210 .455 .536 .594 

MMEA Self 
X Affection 

-.071 .227 -.287 -.314 .755 

MMEA Self 
X Specific 
Apology 

.168 .547 .340 .306 .760 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Open-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Women       

MMEA Self 
X General 
Apology 

-.585 .263 -2.222 -2.221 .031 

    Men       

PSC X 
Discussion 

.408 .496 .605 .822 .414 

PSC X Cool 
Down 

.526 .504 .782 1.044 .301 

PSC X 
Affection 

.457 .580 .626 .787 .434 

PSC X 
Specific 
Apology 

5.128 5.922 2.815 .866 .390 

PSC X 
General 
Apology 

.802 .539 1.034 1.497 .140 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Discussion 

.023 .131 .1405 .179 .858 
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Table 7 (continued) 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Open-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Men       

MMEA 
Partner X 
Cool Down 

.079 .147 .351 .534 .595 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Affection 

.217 .146 .908 1.484 .143 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Specific 
Apology 

-.375 .444 -.662 -.845 .401 

MMEA 
Partner X 
General 
Apology 

.087 .139 .353 .624 .535 

MMEA 
Partner X 
Discussion 

-.174 .167 -.743 -1.046 .300 

MMEA Self 
X Cool 
Down 

-.172 .151 -.731 -1.138 .260 

MMEA Self 
X Affection 

 .298 .173  1.191 1.719  .091  
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Table 7 (continued) 

Recovery Moderation of Conflict Behavior on Satisfaction (Open-Ended Questions) 

  b SE E� t p 

    Men       

MMEA Self 
X Specific 
Apology 

-14.586 8.373 -.228 -1.742 .087 

MMEA Self 
X General 
Apology 

-.065 .197 -.237 -.328 .744 

 


